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The Telecommunications Act is 
Technology Neutral

Section 251(c)(2)(B) specifically provides requesting carriers the 
right to interconnect with the ILEC network at “any technically 
feasible point.”

Section 251(c)(2)(C) requires ILEC to provide interconnection equal 
to that offered to itself, any affiliate, third party.

The “PSTN’s” transition from a circuit-switched architecture to 
IP is fundamentally no different than the transition from analog

to digital technology.
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The FCC Has Already Separated Wholesale 
Interconnection Rights from Retail Classification

The FCC does not need to address the regulatory classification of 
interconnected VoIP (and other IP-enabled interconnected services) 
before addressing interconnection rights and obligations of those services 
under Sections 251 and 252. 

Whether or not the retail service is (or is not) an information service, 
transport and termination of interconnected services (circuit-switched and 
IP-enabled) is a telecommunications service.

“The regulatory classification of the service provided to the ultimate 
end user has no bearing on the wholesale provider’s rights as a 
telecommunications carrier to interconnect under section 251.”

TWC Declaratory Ruling at ¶ 15
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The Critical Safeguards Of 251/252 Are Necessary 
To Protect And Promote Competition 

Agreements must be publicly filed;

Agreements must be available for opt-in;

Rates, terms and conditions for reciprocal compensation must be 
just, reasonable and reciprocal;

ILEC must provide interconnection to competitors on same 
terms and conditions it provides to itself/affiliate; and

Where agreement cannot be reached, disputes resolved through 
arbitrations.
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To Facilitate Interconnection of VoIP and IP 
Enabled Service, Clarification Order Should:

Extend the conclusions of Time Warner Declaratory Ruling (i.e., 
interconnection and transport/termination of VoIP and IP enabled
services are telecommunications, irrespective of retail 
classification) to 251(c) Interconnection;

Make clear that 251/252 interconnection rights and obligations are 
technology neutral and apply to VoIP and IP-enable services where 
IP facilities have been deployed; and

Make clear that an ILEC cannot rely on corporate structure to 
evade its interconnection obligations.



AT&T Discusses Its SIP Peering Architecture1 
 By Doug Mohney, Contributing Editor 

AT&T (News - Alert) is gearing up a full-blown SIP transport architecture and plans to 
peer with a select number of Tier 1 providers -- everyone else is going to have to 
purchase transport services. Further, while not explicitly detailed or stated by AT&T, 
the company could already be running SIP peering traffic with one or more Tier 1 
carriers on the Q-T.  

For HD voice and UC video advocates, SIP peering at the Tier 1 carrier level is the 
primary key to make seamless calls/sessions between end-users regardless of what 
network they are on.   Currently, there are many "islands" of HD voice and UC video 
calls at the enterprise and ITSP/hosted VoIP level, but few of them can talk to each other, 
much less to a large Tier 1 carrier. 

AT&T's public discussion of SIP transport and SIP peering across its network and with 
other Tier 1 providers is a significant game changer, given AT&T's status and the number 
of end-points (i.e. devices and phone numbers) it has, over 90 million between wireline, 
broadband, and wireless phones in operation. 

Details on the company's SIP plans came at the fifth annual IIT VoIP Conference and 
Expo recently in Chicago. AT&T's Senior VoIP Enterprise Architect/Manager Sumitra 
Sinha gave a remarkable and thorough presentation free of marketing hype, discussing in 
no-nonsense terms the company's strategy, business opportunities for SIP traffic, and the 
underlying architecture the company has setup to make everything run smoothly at a 
carrier class level.  

AT&T will exchange SIP traffic at the access border controller layer (i.e. SBCs, more 
specifically Acme Packet (News - Alert) SBCs) via IP handoff at a few "strategic 
locations," directly peering with a select number of Tier 1 carriers. AT&T will also 
provide transit and direct termination through its network and support all roaming traffic 
to interwork with other wireless carriers. A PowerPoint slide listed connection points in 
Los Angeles, New York, Philadelphia and Atlanta. 

While a number of VoIP purists have been railing against phone numbers, AT&T is 
onboard with ENUM in a big way, first using its own internal database for lookup, then 
accessing the CC1 ENUM Telcordia (News - Alert) database for lookups; CC1 holds/will 
hold more than 500 million phone numbers in North America, including AT&T and 
Verizon's, for IP-based interconnect rather than dropping into the PSTN. 

                                                 
1  http://sip-trunking.tmcnet.com:80/topics/enterprise-voip/articles/109840-att-
discusses-its-sip-peering-architecture.htm 
 



Unlike IP peering, AT&T doesn't believe that SIP peering will be settlement-free. 
Instead, there will be a number of business models (i.e. rates) with SLAs included in 
service. Traditional IP peering has been done on a "best effort" basis, but moving up the 
network stack means that MPLS and QoS come into play to provide the necessary speed 
for supporting real-time communications (i.e. voice and video).  

One use of SIP transport that AT&T is strongly discouraging: Wholesale dumping of 
vanilla VoIP calls onto AT&T's PSTN network. Sinha said that carriers that tried to dump 
SIP traffic onto AT&T's TDM network for simplified transit purposes would find their 
calls rejected.   Carriers who wanted such services are encouraged to negotiate with 
AT&T to use the company's SIP trunks for ingress and egress. 

Transcoding for various flavors of codecs will be supported in the architecture, including 
AMR and AMR-WB, the favorites of the GSM cellular industry. AT&T Wireless 
currently support AMR, so it's not a big stretch to see AMR-WB to show up in the U.S. 
in a year or two.  

The benefits of SIP transport AT&T expects to see is better voice quality at lower costs. 
It is a migration the company would like to see happen sooner, rather than later, given the 
costs of supporting both IP and PSTN/TDM infrastructure. 

Last month, both Cincinnati Bell (News - Alert) and Metaswitch said "major carriers" 
were in discussions as to the ways SIP transport could be used for making money and 
delivering enhanced services such as video and HD voice. And I've been lead to believe 
at least one or two Tier 1 carriers could already be plugged into AT&T's SIP transport 
architecture for initial testing of traffic exchange.  
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DOCKET NO. 26381 

PETITION OF UTEX 
COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 
FOR ARBITRATION PURSUANT TO 
SECTION 252(b) OF THE FEDERAL 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT AND 
PURA FOR RATES, TERMS, AND 
CONDITIONS OF INTERCONNECTION 
AGREEMENT WITH SOUTHWESTERN 
BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 

§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
OF TEXAS 

AT&T TEXAS’ RESPONSE TO AMICUS BRIEF OF TW TELECOM,  SPRINT, 
CBEYOND, AND MCLEODUSA D/B/A PAETEC  

COMES NOW Southwestern Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T Texas 

(“AT&T Texas”) and files this Response to the Amicus Brief filed by tw telecom of texas 

llc, Sprint Communications Company, L.P., Cbeyond Communications, LLC, and 

McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. d/b/a PAETEC Communications, Inc. 

(collectively, “Amici”). 

I. 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Amici’s Brief is no “friend of the court” submission.  It is, instead, a disingenuous 

attempt by Amici to advance their personal business interests.  Amici falsely claim that 

the brief they submit is “in support of the Proposal for Award.”1  To the contrary, the 

arguments Amici make and the “relief” they seek are inconsistent with the Arbitrators’ 

Proposal for Award and would violate federal law and this Commission’s precedent. 

Amici’s suggestion that the Proposal for Award supports session initiation 

protocol (“SIP”) interconnection is false.  The Arbitrators made no finding that 

AT&T Texas had SIP interconnection capabilities in its network.  Instead, the Arbitrators 

                                                 
1  Amici’s Brief at 1. 
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rejected UTEX’s proposed contract language for SIP and ATM interconnection because 

“the technical feasibility for ATM and SIP have yet to be determined.”2 

Relying on a misinterpretation of AT&T Texas’ discovery responses in another 

docket and a misuse of AT&T Internet advertising, Amici erroneously claim that 

interconnection using SIP is technically feasible under a §§ 251/252 interconnection 

agreement (“ICA”) with AT&T Texas and should be ordered.  In seeking to introduce 

evidence and establish “facts” in an arbitration to which they are not a party, Amici 

overreach.  Moreover, their claims are not true.  AT&T Texas does not have the 

capability to provide SIP under an ICA. 

Amici further request that the Arbitrators find that the points of interconnection 

between AT&T Texas and CLECs are not limited to AT&T Texas’ end office and tandem 

switches.  This is a request that the Arbitrators’ reverse their ruling that, consistent with 

PUC Docket No. 28821, UTEX is limited to obtaining interconnection solely at 

AT&T Texas central office and tandem switches.  As a non-party, Amici have no 

standing to seek a reversal of the Arbitrators’ rulings. 

Amici also provide no legal basis for their request that the Arbitrators disregard 

the Commission’s rulings in Docket No. 28821 but, instead, urge such a reversal 

because of Amici’s predictions about how the PSTN will transition from a “circuit-

switched to packet network.”3  No such transition has occurred:  no regulatory 

framework for achieving the transition has been implemented and, while many 

customers have opted for VoIP, the networks that comprise the PSTN remain an 

essential communications platform for millions of consumers.  Moreover, it is doubtful 

                                                 
2  Proposal for Award at 99. 
3  Amici’s Brief at 5-6. 
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that incumbent LECs like AT&T Texas will be forced to provide interconnection via SIP 

as part of their responsibilities under §§ 251 and 252 of the Federal 

Telecommunications Act (“FTA”).  In any event, when or how such a transition will take 

place is a question for Congress and the FCC:  speculative predictions about how that 

transition will be effected cannot be the basis for a state commission decision under 

§§ 251 and 252. 

The Arbitrators should not take any action in response to Amici’s filing and 

should not alter their Proposal for Award on the basis of Amici’s erroneous claims and 

misguided arguments. 

II. 
DISCUSSION 

A. Interconnection via SIP is not technically feasi ble for AT&T Texas. 

Amici erroneously assert that SIP is a viable means for interconnection under an 

AT&T Texas’ interconnection agreement.  As support for their claim, Amici assert that 

“[i]n the long distance market where AT&T faces competition, it today will interconnect in 

IP-format (with SIP signaling) for domestic and international long distance calling.”4  As 

the Commission well knows,5 AT&T Texas provides long-distance service through 

bundling the services of its long-distance affiliate with its local PSTN services.  AT&T 

Texas does not have any of its long-distance affiliate’s IP network in its network.  The 

ability of AT&T Texas’ long-distance affiliate to provide SIP signaling has nothing to do 

                                                 
4  Amici’s Brief at 2-3. 
5  Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §§ 271 and 272, AT&T Texas was initially required to maintain separate 

affiliates for long distance service as well as for other services, including InterLATA information services.  
These separate affiliate requirements have now expired pursuant to § 272(f), but AT&T Texas’ parent 
company has maintained a separate long distance affiliate as well as other separate affiliates. 
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with whether AT&T Texas can itself provide SIP interconnection under an 

interconnection agreement. 

Amici also erroneously claim that AT&T Texas’ discovery responses in PUC 

Docket No. 34723 “prove” AT&T Texas has SIP interconnection capabilities.  

AT&T Texas’ answers to those RFIs accurately represent that AT&T Texas is providing 

U-verse VoIP services and that some of its facilities are used in so doing.  AT&T Texas 

provides U-verse VoIP and other U-verse services, however, through bundling of its 

wireline capabilities with the Internet/IP services and facilities owned by and provided 

through its affiliate SBC Internet Services d/b/a AT&T Internet Services (“ATTIS”). 

As the affidavit of Joseph M. Bailey6 shows, the facilities that AT&T Texas owns 

are not capable of interconnecting via SIP with CLECs.7  The IP signaling equipment 

associated with the U-verse products that AT&T Texas bundles and markets is either 

situated within customer premises equipment or is owned and operated by AT&T Texas’ 

affiliates.  Neither customer premises equipment nor the IP signaling equipment of 

AT&T Texas’ affiliates are part of the AT&T Texas’ network.  And the Commission 

cannot order interconnection via SIP under an ICA by ordering interconnection with 

AT&T Texas’ affiliates, which are not subject to the §§ 251/252 obligations imposed only 

on incumbent LECs.  Moreover, as the Arbitrators have stated, “[t]he interconnection 

arrangements between UTEX and AT&T Texas affiliates are outside the scope of this 

ICA.”8 

                                                 
6  Attached hereto as Attachment A. 
7  AT&T Texas is attaching this affidavit not as an evidentiary basis for changing the Arbitrators’ 

conclusion here that the technical feasibility of interconnection via SIP has not yet been determined.  
AT&T Texas understands that the record is closed for that purpose.  Instead, AT&T Texas is attaching 
this affidavit to rebut the false allegations made by Amici. 

8  Proposal for Award, Attachment B Matrix at 52 (AT&T GTC Issue 7). 
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Amici’s suggestion that the Texas Commission should order AT&T Texas to 

deploy IP signaling in its network is out of bounds.9  The Commission has no such 

authority. 

Amici’s claim that AT&T Texas is allowing its network “to atrophy and die” is 

equally baseless.  AT&T Texas is vigilant in ensuring that its PSTN network operates 

reliably and efficiently.  The problem is that the PSTN will eventually become obsolete 

because IP broadband – which carriers and cable companies alike have had an 

opportunity to develop in a largely unregulated environment10 – is superior.  That 

problem is clearly a national one that must be first addressed at a national level.  In fact, 

that is precisely the issue AT&T Texas’ parent raised in its December 2009 filing at the 

FCC, which Amici quotes on page 4 of its brief.  Amici have quoted this filing out of 

context and misuse its true intent and purpose.  A copy of AT&T’s comments in their 

entirety is provided as Attachment B. 

B. The Arbitrators should not overturn their ruling  that points of 
interconnection between AT&T Texas and UTEX are lim ited to end office 
and tandem switches. 

The Arbitrators should reject Amici’s request that the Arbitrators expand the 

points of interconnection between AT&T Texas and CLECs beyond AT&T Texas’ end 

office and tandem switches.  This request is inconsistent with the Arbitrators’ Proposal 

for Award and with Commission precedent established in Docket No. 28821,11 which 

recognized that the only technically feasible points of interconnection with AT&T Texas 

                                                 
9  Amici’s Brief at 5. 
10  Time Warner is a prime example of a cable company that has developed an enormous IP 

broadband network across the country that enables Time Warner to provide voice, television, and Internet 
services to its customers in much the same way that AT&T Texas does through the bundling of its 
services with its affiliate ATTIS.  See Attachment A.  

11  Proposal for Award, Attachment B Matrix at 166 (AT&T NIM Issue 1-3). 
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are at AT&T Texas’ end office and tandem switches.  The Commission has no authority 

to order interconnection with the networks of AT&T Texas’ affiliates as part of the 

interconnection available under an AT&T Texas ICA. 

Amici provide no legal basis for their request, citing only 47 C.F.R. § 51.321(b), 

which limits methods of interconnection to what is technically feasible.  The contract 

language the Arbitrators have here approved applies that principle. 

Having no legal basis for their argument, Amici encourage the Arbitrators to 

disregard Commission precedent because of Amici’s predictions about how the PSTN 

will transition from a “circuit-switched to packet network.”12  No such transition has been 

implemented, however, and the networks that comprise the PSTN remain an essential 

communications platform for millions.  Amici’s suggestion that incumbent LECs like 

AT&T Texas must continue their burdensome responsibilities under §§ 251/252 is – at 

best – a doubtful proposition in an IP broadband world where many entities – including 

Amici themselves – have had over a decade to develop their own IP broadband 

networks.  When and how the transition from the PSTN to an IP broadband 

communications system occurs is a federal question that the Texas Commission cannot 

resolve. 

III. 
CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated, the Arbitrators should reject Amici’s proposals, which are 

contrary to fact and inconsistent with federal law and Commission precedent. 

                                                 
12  Amici’s Brief at 5-6. 
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